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Thursday, November 22nd, 1951, is the date arranged for the 
High Mass and Meeting which had to be postponed on account 
of. the General Election. The High Mass will be sung at the 
Church of All Saints, Margaret Street, W. 1, by kind permission 
of the Vicar, the Rev. K. NX. Ross, at 11.30 a.m., and the preacher 
will be the Rev. A. H. Rees, Vicar of Chiswick. The meeting, 
to be held on the same day, will be at they Kingsway Hall at 
7.30 p.m. The Chairman will be the Rt. Rev. Gerald R. Vernon, 
formerly Bishop of Madagascar, and the speakers will include the ~ 
Rev. K. N. Ross, Vicar of All Saints, Margaret Street, the Rev. 
Father Harold Ellis, C.R., and the Rev. Sir Harold Papworth, 
K.B.E., formerly of the IndiamFEducational Service. 

Tickets for reserved seats, price one shilling each, can be ob- 
tained from the Rev. E. M. M. Newbatt, 52 Clissold Crescent, 
N. 16: please enclose a large stamped addressed envelope with 
your application. Tickets already bought for the meeting 
which had to be cancelled may be used for this meeting. There 
-will-be a number of unreserved seats for which no charge will 
be made, 


The Kirk and the Church, the article on page 29 of this issue, 
is contributed by Mr. A. W. Campbell, an Edinburgh solicitor, | 
who is Chairman of the Edinburgh Diocesan Branch of the 
Scottish Church Union. In the discussions about reunion much 
harm has been done through the ignoring of material factors, 
and it is useful to have the background of the Scottish report | 
sketched by one who is professionally accustomed to leave no 
stone unturned in the search for truth. 


IN MEMORIAM—R.1.P. 


ALFRED FRANCIS JOSEPH, PRIEST, S.S.J. E. 


We record with deep regret the death on October . 1951, of the 
Reverend Alfred Francis Joseph, $.S.J.E., at the Mission House, 
Oxford. 

Fr. Joseph had been a member of the Council since January, 

1943, almost from the beginning of its existence, and had acted 
as its Treasurer from July, 1949, until his serious illness at the end 
of last year prevented his continuing the work. The Council 
gained greatly from his wise and prudent counsel in its delibera- 
tions and from his able care of its finances while he was Treasurer. 
His place on the Council will not be easily filled, and his fellow 
members will feel the loss not only of a valued colleague but of 
a personal friend. May he rest in peace. | , 


(Continued from page 28) z 


This 1s the Anglican teaching, whatever individuals may think 

about it, and it has been quoted as Anglican teaching by Anglican 

Archbishops. And many of us feel that it is time that such things 

were made clear. For it is odd that many of those in authority 

who are loudest in their condemnation of those who criticize the 

Prayer Book for its liturgical shortcomings, are most silent when | 

it comes to defending its doctrinal standpoint. They are insistent | 

that the Prayer Book should be used for public worship. If only 

they were as insistent that we should mean what we say when 

we use it that itself would be adequate defence for Church 

Principles, | 
L. F. CHADD. | 
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THE DEFENCE OF CHURCH PRINCIPLES 


(Concluded) 


THE PRINCIPLES OF THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


The second reason for the necessity of defending Church 
principles is that few people to-day seem concerned with the 
fact that the Church of England does hold certain fixed and 
definite principles, in the sense in which we have used the word 

* officially ’’ above—for want of a better one. That is, there are 
certain doctrines reflected in the language of the Prayer Book 
and the Thirty-Nine Articles, to which we can point and say, 
‘ That is what the Church of England holds and teaches about 


such and such a thing’’. Moreover it exists quite independently 


of what the members of the Church of England may think. There 
was a time when a large proportion of “the Church of England 
clergy were in fact presbyterians holding office in the Church of 
England. They did not believe many os the doctrines expressed 
in the Prayer Book and strove unsuccessfully to get the Prayer 
Book altered to suit themselves. There are still a number of 
bishops, priests and laymen who are not, really Anglicans at all 
but presbyterians, judging from the doctrines they hold. Some 
of them, of course, are not presbyterians either; occasionally it 
is even hard to say that they are Christians in any doctrinal sense. 

And they do not strive to get the Prayer Book altered because it 
has ceased to have any doctrinal significance in the minds of 
many. They use the words they find there and are quite happy 
to mean something quite different from the plain sense of the 
words as they do so. There are many, of course, who do believe 
what they say when they use the Prayer Book words. That i is, 

they can rightly be called true members of the Church of England. 

But instead they are called Anglo-Catholics—which is not in 


itself an objectionable word, but it is used frequently in the sense 
of being only a “ party ” within the Church. For this reason it is 
ee et on two grounds. The first is that the Church of 


England is firmly rooted in the principles of primitive and 
Catholic Christianity, and therefore thosé who bother about that 
are not simply a “ party ’’ within the Church; they are her loyal 
members. The secorid is that it is frequently assumed that 
‘* Anglo-Catholics ’’ are the only ones who care for Church princi- 
ples. In fact there are many who describe themselves as Evan- 
gelicals who are just as loyal to the principles of Catholic Church- 
manship. It is the people in between who do not seem to know 
what principles sd have, and which, if any, are worth defending. 
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But the “ Anglo-Catholic” label is one which some find useful 
in that it bids tospht the forces of those who are loyal to Church 
principles. When it is said by Nonconformists that many Angli- 
cans do not hold the doctrines that we are defending, then our 
reply is that in that sense they are not true Anglicans. 
When they go too far they are occasionally rebuked by the 
Archbishop, as has happened in our time. But there is no 
discipline which prevents any Anglican from holding doctrines 
which, according to the Prayer Book teaching, are heretical. 
Perhaps it is not desirable that there should be, for it is left to 
the individual’s sense of honesty to determine whether or not he 
can continue within the Anglican Communion while he holds 
doctrines contrary to her teaching. But it does not alter the. 
fact that in discussions with other Christian bodies we are not 
concerned with the private opinions of individuals. Our concern 

is with the principles of the Church as the Church of England . 

holds them, and to which the Prayer Book witnesses. 

The Methodist Recorder, for example, recently published a 
letter in which it was said that only the Anglo-Catholic party 
in the Church of England believes Episcopacy to be of the esse 

of the Church, Now the Prayer Book Collects express the belief + 

that God has appointed divers orders of Ministers, including the 

Episcopate and Priesthood. presumably, since the Collect is used 

at the Consecration of a Bishop and the Ordination of a Priest. 

So what it means, if anything, is that Anglo-Catholics. are the 

only ones who believe what the.Prayer Book believes, or who 

think that what God has appointed must be of the esse of the 

Church. This may or may not be true. But it is confusing to 

Say so, for it gives the impression that such doctrines are merely 

the peculiarities of a few cranks and are not representative of the 

mind of the Church of England as a whole. 

A’, We might have expected that in the Report ‘* Church Relations 
England something would have beeh Said by our repre- 
_ “sentatives to show what was the teaching of the Prayer Book, 

the“ official’ Anglican teaching, on the particular subjects. 

We find very little of the sort, and instead we are confronted with 
such language as ‘* some Anglicans think this, others think that ”’ 
And there is much to be said for the view which regards such 
procedure as dishonest to Nonconformists. Do they realize, and is 
it being presented to them, that the Prayer Book of 1662 teaches 
such things as the doctrine of the Real Presence, the Divine 
_ origin of the Church and its Ministry, including the“Priesthood, 
. the priestly power to absolve, the Eucharistic Sacrifice, the honour 
due to Our Lady and other Saints, to name but a few examples ? 
a ontinued on page 26) 
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THE KIRK AND THE -CHURCH 


In the September issue of Faith and Unity, Fr. Barkway gave 
reasons for rejecting the recommendations that there should be 
a measure of “ interchange of pulpits '’ between the Church of 
England and the Established Presbyterian body in Scotland, and 
that communicant members of the latter (which it is convenient 
to call “‘the Kirk ’’) should in certain circumstances be ad- 
mitted to Holy Communion in England. There are some wider 
aspects of the matter which should be considered. 

The Report begins by making the quite unwarranted assump- 
tion that the Kirk is an organic part of the Church of Christ. 
The Church of England and her * ministers ’’ are placed on the 
same level as the “ Church of Scotland’’ and its ministers. 
There is no suggestion that there is anything fundamentally 
wrong with the Kirk. This loose thinking is officially repudiated 
by the Scottish Episcopal Church which is, as Archbishop Longley 
said bong ago, “ the only true representative of the Church of 
England in Scotland.” The first of her Canons begins’ bluntly : 

“The Scottish Church, being a branch of the One Holy Catholic 
and Apostolic Church of Christ, retains inviolate in the sacred 
ministry the three orders of Bishops, Priests and Deacons, as of 
Divine Institution. The right to consecrate and ordain Bishops, 
Priests and Deacons belongs to the Order of Bishops only.” 
There are two implications here, firstly, that the inviolate main- 
tenance of the threefold order of the sacred ministry is essential 

to the very being of the One Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church 
of Christ and, secondly, that Christian bodies which lack that 
ministry, as the Presbyterians lack it, are not branches of the 
Church. To the more sentimental members of the English hierarchy 
this may seem a hard saying but it is basic to the official position 
of the Episcopal Church and it was really a gratuitous piece of ~ 
impertinence for the Archbishop of Canterbury's representatives 
to confer with the Kirk, even if the presence of Episcopalian 

observers was tolerated. 


MISUNDERSTANDINGS 


The stranger from outside Scotland must never assume that 
he knows or understands anything about that puzzling country. 
The inquiring Anglican is apt to be misled by his discovery of 
such phenomena as the occasional minister who says the office 

- of the Roman Breviary, the liturgical expert who can define the 
functions of a Byzantine deacon at the drop of a biretta, and the 
urbane city minister who reads his Church Times with as much 
attention and enthusiasm as any English diocesan. The com- 
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plete failure of the Anglican members of the Conference to under- 
stand the Kirk is shown by the fact that they seriously discussed 
a ludicrous proposal that communicants of the Church of England 
should be encouraged to communicate in the Kirk when out of 
reach of Episcopalian ministrations. Few Anglicans, except the 
small minority of convinced Calvinists, and the larger minority 
of the completely muddle-headed, would wish to take part in a 
Presbyterian communion service. Even if the Presbyterians 
possessed: valid orders, as they do not, it is doubtful if their 
communion service could be considered as equivalent to the Mass. 
Such features as the growing use of individual communion cups 
(in at least one form of that usage), the occasional employment 
of “ unfermented wine " and the complete freedom enjoyed by 
the officiating minister, in choosing or devising the form of service, 
would almost certainly be sufficient to invalidate the rite in most 
cases. Some ministers do know what they are doing liturgically 
but they are by no means in the majority. Most Presbyterian 
kirks have their communion twice or four times a year, usually 
not at the great festivals. These circumstances alone make it 
unnecessary for isolated Anglicans to consider recourse to the 
dubious ministrations of the Kirk-—the nearest priest of the 
Episcopal Church would readily arrange to say Mass regularly 
for any communicant who could not come to him. _ It is inci- 
dentally undesirable, as a general rule, for Anglicans to attend 
the ordinary services of the Kirk when they are unable, through 
distance, to hear Mass in an Episcopal or a Roman Catholic 
Church. Passive assistance at non-catholic services may be 
allowable for the sake of information but in Presbyterian Scotland 
it is open to misconstruction, as the distinction between passive 
assistance and active participation is not understood, 


DocTriNat, DIFFERENCES 


The doctrinal differences between the Church of England and 
the Kirk are evaded in the Report, which says merely that the 
members of the Conference ‘endorsed generally’’ the dis- 


ingenuous statement of Things Believed in Common produced 


by a previous colloquy in 1934. The hard fact is that the Kirk 
is still officially Calvinist. Its ** principal subordinate standard ”’ 
is the Westminster Confession, described as ‘‘ containing the sum 
and substance of the Faith of the Reformed Church.’” All who are 
admitted to office in the Kirk must sign a “* Formula ’’ containing 
a declaration that they believe “‘ the fundamental doctrines of 
the Christian Faith’’ contained in the Confessions Curiously 
enough this rigid adherence to a Calvigjst Confession is accom- 
panied by considerable laxity with regard to the fundamental 
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doctrines of the Christian faith, though some Presbyterians are 
impeccably Nicene. The Apostles’ Creed and the Nicene Creed 


are printed in the official “‘ Book of Common Order”’ and are | 
~~ not infrequently used, at least in the more sophisticated city kirks, — 


but it is significant that ** There is no authority for requiring assent 
to any of the Creeds'’ (at baptism) (James T. Cox, Practice and 
Procedure in The Church of Scotland, Fourth Edition, Edinburgh, 
1948, p. 53). Professor G. D. Henderson, the Master of Christ's 
College, Aberdeen, wrote recently: ‘ Probably few in Scotland 
think exactly as their fathers did about the Trinity, or revelation, 
or miracle, or the Virgin Birth, or the resurrection of.the body, 
or the life everlasting. Some indeed there are . . . (who) have 
not seen fit to move with the times "’ (The Claims of the Church 
of Scotland, London, 1951, p. 57). The exact significance of this 
passage is obscure but it is clear that Professor Henderson does 
not mean that members of the Kirk are closer than they were to 
traditional Christian orthodoxy. All this is quite alien to the 
mind of the Episcopal Church as shown, for example, in her 
Canon XIX “ Of the Proper Clerical Studies '’"—‘* The clergy of 
this Church shall apply themselves diligently to the reading of the 
Holy Scriptures, and to such studies as help to the knowledge of 
the same, including the writings of the Fathers of the primitive 
Church, that they may be able in their sermons and otherwise 
to instruct the people under their charge in the true catholic 
doctrine and principles of the Church.’’ It is not easy to excuse 
the irresponsibility of those who apparently consider it im- 
material whether a preacher is orthodox or heretical. 

All this current nonsense was begun by the Archbishop of 
Canterbury's suggestion in his “‘ Cambridge ’’ sermon that the 
English Free Churches should take episcopacy into their 
systems "’. Any idea that the Kirk would:do this is completely 
chimerical. The Inter-Church Relations Committee in its 


Report to the General Assembly of 1947 remarked that “ serious *~ 


limits exist at present to what may be undertaken, even for 
high ecumenical ends, in the way of alteration of ecclesiastical 


polity’. This was really a civil way of saying *: no Bishops for 


us "’ and it was made clear at this year’s Assembly that no sort 
of accommodation to Anglicanism or betrayal of classical 
Presbyterian standards was even remotely contemplated. Indeed 
it is hard to see how it could be, for the “ Formula ’’, which has 
already been mentioned, includes an acknowledgment that the 
Presbyterian government of the Kirk is agreeable to the word of 
God, and a promise of submission thereto and concurrence 
therewith. It is true that there is a ‘“‘ High Kirk ’’ movement, 
which might have found room for the episcopate, but this has 
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passed its, zenith. As the late J. K. Mozley observed, “ There 
has been a‘ High Church’ tendency in the € hurch of Scotland in 
years oa by, with Professor James Cooper as its best-known 
name, and more attention has been paid in recent years to 
liturgical worship, but it would be a mistake to lay any great 
emphasis upon theological implications or results '' (Some Tenden- 
cies in British Theology, London, 1951, p. 160). | 

It is -high time that Anglican enthusiasts for “ reunion "’ 
realized that some roads lead nowhere. The Kirk is admirably 
suited to express the arid and unspiritual ideals of the Scottish 
middle classes who provide its main support, and the best course 
is to leave it alone. The door is wide open for those of its members 
who come to. realize the necessity of the episcopate- ~as many 
happily do—and for those who do not, charity demands praver 
for their conversion, not useless talk across the conference table 
and still less misguided concessions calculated to confirm them 
in their mistaken position. In England it may not be generally 
known that there is no certainty that the members of the Kirk 
are even validly baptized and that they have no other valid 
sacraments, with the possible exception of marriage. Those 
who have to deal officially with the Report should not be misled 
either by the stuffed cassocks, who often serve as * dignitaries "’ 
of the Kirk, and who think Establishment all in all, or by the 
rather ‘tinhappy coterie of really ‘ High’ ministers, who have 
little influence in the courts of the Kirk-and who look to the 
Church of England for its Catholicism. They should study the 
history, faith, and practice of the Kirk and they will find no lack 


of materials for their consideration. 


A. W. CAMPBELL. 


C.D.C.P. Pamphlet 10, An American Plan for Unity, by the 
Rev. H. R. T. Brandreth post 10}d. fromeathe Secretary, 


C.D.C.P.) discusses proposal] fer union of the Episcopal Church 
and Presbyterians in U.S/A.” The plan was dropped, but the 
pamphlet is still valuable as it exposes some of those doctrinal 
disagreements which must be faced in conversations with 
Presbyterians anywhere. 
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subscription, post free, four shillings a year), should be sent to the 
Secretary, C.D.C.P., 6 Perth Road, Beckenham, Kent, England. 
Receipts for amounts under ten shillings will be enclosed with the 
next issue after the subscription has been received. 
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